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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed on 7/15/05. 
This action is made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 19-24, 26-28, and 30-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tibor US# 2004/02341 17 in view of Westbrook et al. US# 
20050050577 A1 . 

As per claim 19,Tibor teaches "establishing a database of known private 
information of one or more individuals" (see paragraph [001 1]-[0012]) "establishing a 
database of replicated information contained in one or more databases containing 
stored private information of the one or more individuals" (see paragraphs [0016] and 
[0018]-[0019]) "establishing indicia of unauthorized storage . . . private information" (see 
paragraph [0034]) "persistently scanning one or more network communication systems 
for indicia" (see paragraph [0030] and [0035]) "recording location information of the one 
or more databases containing the stored private information" (see paragraph [0032]) 
"comparing the known private information and the stored private information; and 
notifying the one or more individuals when the indicia are detected" (see paragraph 
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[0034]-[0035] whereas Tibor's approval process includes a notifying element in a 
manner similar to applicant's claim language). Tibor does not explicitly teach "which 
may be in the one or more databases containing stored private information, without 
requiring initiation of the scanning through an action of the one or more individuals." 
Westbrook et al. teaches "which may be in the one or more databases containing stored 
private information, without requiring initiation of the scanning through an action of the 
one or more individuals" (see paragraph [0070], [0098] and [0127]). It would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention for one of ordinary skill in the art to have combined 
the teachings of Tibor and Westbrook because using steps of "which may be in the one 
or more databases containing stored private information, without requiring initiation of 
the scanning through an action of the one or more individuals" would have given those 
skilled in the art the tools to scan for indexed elements in secure databases without an 
requirement of an user's action. This gives users the ability process privacy data in 
various databases more efficiently. 

As per claim 20, Tibor teaches "blocking access to the stored private information" 
(see [0038]-[0039]). 

As per claim 21 , Tibor teaches "reporting unauthorized use or storage of stored 
private information, inaccurate stored private information or a combination of the two" 
(see paragraph [0043]). 

As per claim 22, Tibor teaches "wherein the database of known private 
information and the database of replicated information form part of a common database" 
(see paragraph [0041]). 



Application/Control Number: 09/557,252 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2163 

As per claims 23-24, Tibor teaches "notifying is performed by establishing a 
graphical user interface from the one or more individuals to observe one or more 
indicators of private information usage or storage based on the established indicia" (see 
paragraph [0015] and [0043]). 

As per claim 28, Tibor teaches "wherein the one or more other databases are 
substantially continuously search for stored private information" (see paragraphs [0017]- 
[0021]). 

As per 32, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments 
given above for rejected claim 1 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

--Tibor teaches "the first database through the computer interconnection system . 
. ." (see paragraphs [see paragraphs [0036]-[0036]). 

As per claim 36, Tibor teaches "comparing to detect differences between the 
known private information" (see paragraphs [0032-0033]). 

As per claims 26-27, 30-31, and 33-35, these claims are rejected on grounds 
corresponding to the arguments given above for rejected claims 19-25 and are similarly 
rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 25 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tibor in view of Westbrook et al., as applied to claims 1-24, 26-28, and 30-36, and 
further in view of Ellingson, US# 6,871,287. 

As per claim 25, Tibor does not explicitly teaches "database replicated include 
credit reporting service databases . . . criminal record databases." Ellingson teaches 
"database replicated include credit reporting service databases . . . criminal record 
databases" (see col. 15, lines 52-67 and col. 16, lines 1-11). It would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention for one of ordinary skill in the art to have combined 
the teachings of Ellingson and Tibor above, because using the steps to "database 
replicated include credit reporting service databases . . . criminal record databases" 
would have given those skilled in the art the tools to indicate, to the appropriate agency, 
that fraudulent data is being processed. This greatly improves the integrity of data in a 
database environment. 

As per claim 29, Tibor does not explicitly teach "searching is a search agent 
program . . . web spiders, bots, and rebots." Ellingson teaches "searching is a search 
agent program . . . web spiders, bots, and rebots" (see col. 3, lines 45-67). It would 
have been obvious at the time of the invention for one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
combined the teachings of Ellingson and Tibor above, because using the steps of 
"searching is a search agent program . . . web spiders, bots, and rebots" would have 
given those skilled in the art the tools to input data in search fashion and receive results 
from various sources. This give users the advantage of searching multiple data sources 
more efficiently. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19-36 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

-As per applicant's arguments regarding "nowhere in paragraph [0030] of the 
Tibor reference is there any mention of persistently scanning", examiner disagrees and 
maintains that Tibor's teachings of continually updating in an electronic transaction 
verification environment, indicates a persistence of scanning in a manner indicated in 
applicant's claim language. 



Application/Control Number: 09/557,252 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2163 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alford W. Kindred whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4037. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 9:00 am- 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on (571) 272-4023. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC)yat 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Alford W. Kindred 
Patent Examiner 
Tech Ctr.2100 



